FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20463

VIA CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED JAN 26 2018

Mrs. Renata S. Walters

Swanton, OH 43558
RE: MUR 7201

Dear Ms. Jones:

The Federal Election Commission reviewed the allegations in your complaint received on
November 29, 2016. On January 9, 2018, based upon the information provided in the complaint,
and information provided by the respondents, the Commission decided to exercise its
prosecutorial discretion to dismiss the allegations as to Ted Cruz for Senate and Bradley Knippa,

“in his official capacity as treasurer, and close its file in this matter. Accordingly, the
. Commission closed its file in this matter on January 9, 2018. A copy of the General Counsel’s

Report, which more fully explains the basis for the Commission's decision, is enclosed.
Documents related to the case will be placed on the public record within 30 days. See

Statement of Policy Regarding Disclosure of Closed Enforcement and Related Files,

68 Fed. Reg. 70,426 (Dec. 18, 2003) and Statement of Policy Regarding Placing First General

Counsel’s Reports on the Public Record, 74 Fed. Reg. 66132 (Dec. 14, 2009).

The Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971, as amended, allows a complainant to seek
judicial review of the Commission's dismissal of this action. See 52 U.S.C. § 30109(a)(8).

Sincerely,

BY:

Aséis_tant General Counsel




DA RSN T VP Dn o T 00

D OO~ ON W B )N

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION
FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS

RESPONDENTS: Ted Cruz for Senate, and | MUR 7201
Bradley S. Knippa, as treasurer
(collectively the “Committee”)
L INTRODUCTION |
This matt-er was generated by a corﬁplaint alleging violations of fhe Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971, as amended (“the Act”) and Commission regulations by the Committee.
It was scored as a low-rated matter under the Enforcement Priority System, by Wl'-l-icl-l the |
Commission uses formal scoring criteria as a basis to allocate its resources and decide which
matters to pursue.
IL FACTUAL AND LEGAL ANALYSIS "
A.  Factual Backérdund
The Co.mplaint alleges that on Septémber 23, 2016, after Ted Cfuz endorsed Donald
Trump for President, the Complairiént called the Committee to cancel her scheduled monthly
contributions t-o fhe Committee. Despite receiving multiple phone calls from the Committee
reassuring that the mohthly contributior.ls. would be cancélled, two more monthly contributions
were transferred from the Cémplai_nant’s bank account to the Commiitee.! The Committee

responds that a third party vendor was responsibie for -mér'laging rechﬁing contributions, and

that the Committee had confirmed that, as of date of the 'r'ésponse, the recurring contributions

! While both the Complainant and Committee acknowledge that the Complainant made contributions, neither
party provides specific transaction information or states the amounts at issue. A review of the Committee’s reports
does not reveal any itemized contributions from the Complainant during the 2015-2016 election cycle. However,
authorized candidate committees are only required to identify persons who make contributions to the reporting
committee during the reporting period if the contribution (or contributions) have an aggregate amount or value in
excess of $200 within the election cycle. 52 U.S.C. § 30104(b)(3)(A); 11 C.FR. § 104.3(a)(4)(i). Thus, itis
possible that the Complainant’s contributions did not exceed the reporting threshold and were therefore not
itemized.

ATTACHMENT 1
' Page 1 0f2




O RrITRATs I DO

10

11

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

21

Case Closure — MUR 7201 (Ted Cruz for Senate, et al.)
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had been cancelled.?
B Legal Analysis_

"Th'e .F'ederal-E'l.ection Campaign Act of 1971; as a:mended (“thé Act™); provides that any
pef_son.that l.Jelie\'./es tt-l_a:lf-'a violation bf the Act ;)r Commijsﬁlsion regﬁlations hés occﬁrred may. file
;1 complaint with the Commission that describes a violation over which the Commission has
jurisdiction. The Comblainant, who concedes she initially authorized the recurring
contributions, does not appear to describe such a violation, and the Committee has confirmed
that Complainant’s recurring contributions have been canceled.

Based on its experience and expertise, the Commission has estz;lblished an Eﬁforcement
Priority System using formal, pre-determined scoring criteria to allocl:ate agency resources and
assess whether particular matters warrant further administrative enforcement proceedings. These
criteria include (1) the gravity of the alleged violation, taking into account both the type of
activity ahd the amount in violation; (2) the apparent irhpéct the alleged violation may have had
on the electoral process-i (3) the complexity of the legal issues raised in the matter; and (4) recent

trends in potential violations and other developments in the law. This matter is rated as low

'p'riority for Commission action after application of these pre-established criteria. Given that low

rating, the indeterminate amount at issue, and the lack of available information that might
support an allegé'tion' that the Committee violated the A'c.:t-';.the Commission dismisses the
allegations consistent with the Commission’s prosecutorial discretion to determine the proper
ordering of its priorifies and use of agency resources. Héé’kler V. 'Chaney, 470 U S. 821, 83132

(1985).

2 In Advisory Opfnibn 1989-26, the Commission approved the use of automatic fund transfer from a
contributor's bank account to a candidate committee as a means to facilitate the making of contributions.

3 52 U.S.C. §30109(a)(1); 11 CF.R. § 111'.4(a)-(d).
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